. 4 The conclusion reprises major findings and briefly reconsiders how issues affected the election outcome.
Rival Models of Issue Voting
In Anthony Downs' pathbreaking study, the basic idea underlying the spatial model of party competition is that voters choose the party closest to them on policies that reflect positions on a left-right ideological continuum. 5 In this way, voters rationally maximise their utility, i.e., the benefits or income that they expect to receive from one party being in government as opposed to another. Downs' best-known theoretical result was that, in a two-party system with a normal distribution of voters along an underlying ideological continuum, parties will locate themselves at the position of the median or 'middlemost' voter to maximise the votes that they receive. Much subsequent research has examined this result and its extensions to multi-party competition in multidimensional ideological spaces.
The valence model, originally introduced by Stokes, constitutes the major rival perspective. According to Stokes: 'valence-issues [are] those that merely involve the linking of the parties with some condition that is positively or negatively valued by the electorate' 6 . The key point is that party competition and public issue concerns typically are not about the ends of government action. Rather, they involve competing claims about which party has the means -who is best able to deliver what (virtually) everybody wants. In Britain, voters have been consistently concerned about valence issues -the ability of governments to produce in those policy areas that matter most to people. A healthy economy is the classic example, with the vast majority of voters demanding strong economic performance as indexed by high rates of growth coupled with low interest rates, and low inflation and unemployment rates. Non-economic valence issues are also important, and parties are judged by their ability to deliver highly valued public services in areas such as crime, education, health care, and national security.
The valence model contains an important sub-model --the issue-priority model --that claims parties benefit differentially from the salience of particular issues. Democrats' (Guardian, 6/4/05). This is not the language of spatial issues, but rather an attempt to focus public attention on the untrustworthiness of an unpopular prime minister, while branding a rival opposition party as unfit for national power. In response, Tony
Blair countered by challenging that the aim of the election was 'to build on the progress made, to accelerate the changes, to widen still further the opportunities available to the British people and above all else to take that hard-worn economic stability, the investment in our public services, and entrench it' (Guardian, 6/4/05). Blair's emphasis was entirely on selected aspects of his government's record --on key valence issues relating to economic performance and public service delivery.
The Conservatives also recognized the importance of valence issues and issuepriorities. Accordingly, they concentrated on what they defined as security issues, principally crime, asylum-seekers and immigration, and largely avoided Labour's strong 
Issues and Voting in 2005
To evaluate the role of issues in 2005, we specify indicators of the spatial and valence models and estimate their effects in multivariate models of electoral choice. For this purpose, we use data from the BES RCPS internet survey. The first wave of this survey was conducted just before the campaign began; the second, during the campaign;
and the third, immediately after polling day. In the following analyses, the dependent variable, voting behaviour, is measured using the post-election data, and independent variables are measured using pre-election data.
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The spatial model is tested using three position issues: Britain's relationship with the European Union, taxation v. public spending, and combating crime v. rights of the accused. Regarding the former, although Britain's relationship with the EU was not prominent in the election, the parties nonetheless took distinctive stances on the issue.
For the most part, these were extensions of longstanding positions and should have been readily apparent to voters. The Conservatives were committed to rejecting the European constitution outright in the referendum promised by Labour. The Liberal Democrats and
Labour favoured the constitution, although the former party has been consistently more supportive of European integration than the latter. Clearly, 'Europe' had potential to be an important position issue since it divided the government and main opposition parties.
Positions on the issue are measured using a 11-point scale anchored at 0 by the phrase 'Britain should definitely get out of the EU,' and at 10 by the phrase 'Britain should definitely stay in the EU.' Respondents were requested to locate themselves on the scale. Their average score was 5.2. When asked to score the three major parties, they assigned average scores to Labour, the Conservatives and Liberal Democrats of 7.6, 4.3 and 6.9, respectively. Thus, Labour was viewed as more supportive of the European Union than the Liberal Democrats, and a great deal more supportive than the Conservatives.
The second position issue was taxation v. public spending as measured by a similar question. The 0 point of the scale was labelled as 'government should cut taxes a lot and spend much less on health and social services,' and the 10 point was labelled as 'government should raise taxes a lot and spend much more on health and social services.'
The average self-assigned score was 5.5, and average scores for Labour, the Conservatives and Liberal Democrats were 6.6, 4.1 and 6.7, respectively. These numbers suggest that, in the public mind, real policy differences existed between the governing and the main opposition party. Interestingly, the Liberal Democrats' widely publicized policy of raising income tax for affluent tax-payers did separate them significantly from Labour.
The third position issue was combating crime v. rights of the accused.
Respondents were presented with a 0-10 scale and asked: 'Some people think that reducing crime is more important than protecting the rights of people accused of committing crimes. Other people think that protecting the rights of the accused people is more important than reducing crime. On the 0-10 scale below, where would you place your own view?' In this case, respondents gave themselves an average score of 2.3, and Labour, the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats average scores of 5.4, 3.2 and 5.6, respectively. Like Europe, but unlike taxation, the Conservatives were closer to the position of the average voter than Labour or the Liberal Democrats.
These position issues were incorporated into the voting models by combining them into three additive indices. Each index variable summarizes how close a party is to a respondent's location on the three issue dimensions.
Turning to valence issues, these were measured with three sets of items. First are voters' evaluations of national and personal economic performance. As shown in Table   1 , substantial minorities offered negative evaluations, and in no case did more than onequarter indicate that they thought conditions would improve in the future. However, there were also sizable minorities (ranging from 33 to 40%) who believed that things would remain the same. In the context of a relatively buoyant economy such as Britain enjoyed in 2005, these latter responses can be interpreted as indicators of economic optimism.
( Table 1 about here)
The economic evaluations were supplemented by a measure of emotional reactions to the economy. Respondents were asked to select from a list of eight words to describe how they felt. As Figure 1 indicates, the most frequently reported feeling (45%) was uneasiness, but another large group (38%) described themselves as hopeful.
Approximately 20% said they were confident or afraid, and from 7 to 13% indicated they were proud, disgusted, happy or angry. Creating two summary indices by counting positive feelings (proud, confident, hopeful, happy) and negative ones (afraid, uneasy, disgusted, angry) reveals a virtually even balance of emotional reactions. Overall, 48%
selected one or more positive words to describe their feelings about the economy, and 50%, one or more negative words.
( Figure 1 about here) A third measure of valence issues uses questions about government performance in several policy areas. Besides the economy, these include asylum seekers, crime, education, railways, pensions and terrorism. Figure 2 displays percentages judging that the Labour government had handled each of these issues 'very' or 'fairly' well, and percentages who thought a Conservative government would perform very or fairly well.
Labour had an edge on five of the seven issues, although apart from the NHS, the advantages were not large. For their part, the Conservatives had a substantial lead on asylum-seekers, and a modest one on pensions. However, perhaps the larger story is the strong tendency to report uncertainty about issue performance or to claim that neither party would do a good job. Only on the economy does even a slight majority (51%)
state that a party (Labour) would perform well. Overall, the average percentage offering a positive endorsement is only 27%.
( Figure 2 about here)
To measure issue salience, we use an open-ended question about the most important issue facing the country. A follow-up question asked which party was best handle to handle this issue. Responses to the first question were diverse, with only one issue (asylum seekers/immigration) being mentioned by more than 20% and only two others (crime, NHS) being mentioned by more than 10% (see Table 2 ). However, two more general facts are noteworthy. First, a complex issues which had been almost wholly absent in 2001 were collectively prominent in 2005. Altogether, 41% mentioned either asylum/immigration, crime or terrorism. Second, valence, not position, issues dominated the issue agenda. Position issues that have occasioned sharp debate among parties, pundits and public such as Europe, the Iraq War, taxation and civil liberties were seldom top priorities . Altogether, less than 10% cited any of these issues as most important.
( Table 2 about here) Table 2 also shows which party was judged best able to handle various most important issues. The Conservatives had large leads on two of them --immigration and crime --and this helps explain why they spent much of the campaign emphasizing these issues. In addition, the Conservatives had advantages on Europe, taxation, and among people dissatisfied with Tony Blair's performance. Labour also had issues that worked in its favour, enjoying strong leads on the economy and public services. Perhaps less easily anticipated was Labour's lead among voters citing terrorism. For their part, the Liberal Democrats were favoured strongly on civil liberties and the Iraq War. Unfortunately for them, these issues exercised only 3% of the electorate.
Overall, no party had a commanding lead on the most important issues, with 26% favouring the Conservatives, 23% favouring Labour, and 9%, the Liberal Democrats.
This was a very different distribution than in 2001, when fully 39% of the BES respondents had chosen Labour, and only 14% and 7%, respectively, the Conservatives and Liberal Democrats. What was similar to 2001 was the fact that no party was able to dominate the issue agenda. In 2001, fully 38% had said that no party was best equipped to handle the most important issue, or that there were no important issues. The 2001 figure was only slightly less -33%.
The several issue variables are used to investigate how position and valence issues affected voting in 2005. As indicated, the effects of position issues are assessed using three summary indices that measure the proximity of voters to the three main political parties on the issues of membership in the EU, taxation-public spending and crime-rights of accused dimensions. Assessments of Labour's performance on valence issues are measured with a factor-score variable generated by a principal components analysis of economic evaluations, emotional reactions to the economy, and judgments about how the party would handle public service delivery in several areas. This analysis produced two factors -one for the economy and one for public services. Similarly, assessments of how the Conservatives would handle various valence issues are summarized by a factor-score variable that summarised judgments of how well the Conservatives would handle various issues (see Figure 2) . Finally, issue-priority effects are assessed using dummy variables that delineate the party best able to handle most important issues.
We specify a multivariate model that includes the several issue variables just 
Models of Electoral Choice
Binomial logistic regression estimates of the Labour v. other party voting model reveal that partisanship and leader affect have highly significant effects, and all coefficients are correctly signed (see Table 3 ( Table 3 about Howard was even less warmly received. Labour also continued to enjoy a substantial, if substantially reduced, edge in party identifiers. Taken together, the 'valence politics' triumvirate of (selected) valence issues, leader images, and partisan attachments gave Mr.
Blair just enough of what was needed for him to stay in No. 10 -at least for now. Effects on Probability of Voting Liberal Democrat
